The Bureau existed before most of the state and federal government agencies that investigated workplace health and safety matters and that analyzed chemical samples. It also preceded the establishment of trade union health and safety departments (at the national level and in the larger locals) and of coalitions for occupational safety and health (COSH groups). The Bureau, on a limited budget and with three key staff members, provided the services and work that was later done in those other organizational models. Though it had strong support from the trade union locals with which it worked, and from its medical and science advisors, its commitment to integrate science, medicine, trade unionism, workplace democracy, government regulation of health and safety, and workers' power brought about its downfall. The Bureau met resistance from employers, legislators, and government bureaucrats-and even from some of its own advisors, who grew uncomfortable with the Bureau's radical politics that prioritized the removal of workplace hazards by employers over the adoption of "responsible" safety behaviors by workers. Above all, the dissociation of the American Federation of Labor (AFL) from the Bureau signaled the Bureau's end.
In the interviews, Burnham McDonald and Todes Stern present similar explanations of this history, but differ in their stated perspectives about the AFL's decisions about ending the Bureau. Following the end of World War I and the labor unrest of 1919, the 1920s started with the gutting of left-leaning labor leaders during the Palmer raids. Labor was deeply weakened. The growing Open Shop Movement in the 1920s furthered labor's decline. Burnham McDonald points to this and explains that labor had the priority of surviving and organizing to build its membership, and that health and safety concerns had to take a back seat to this. Todes Stern saw the same dynamic but saw health and safety activism as being part of what could mobilize union members and strengthen the unions. However, both state that the Bureau's end came when unions and the AFL leaders stepped away from its work. Both women note in their interviews that the work of the Workers' Health Bureau-science and medicine in the service of workers, building health and safety committees throughout labor, coordinating three national health and safety conferences, political organizing for a national occupational safety and health law that is backed up by enforcement power, and even seeking solutions for replacing hazardous industrial chemicals with safer substances-was ahead of its time by 40 years. Both noted their excitement about the passage of the Occupational Safety and Health Act in 1970, though neither was naïve about what is required to establish the promise of healthy and safe workplaces.
The occupational health and safety literature includes two historical pieces written about the Bureau, and shorter discussions are found in two other pieces. David Rosner and Gerald Markowitz have a chapter about the Bureau in their 1989 book Dying for Work [1] , and Angela Nugent wrote an article about the Bureau, published in the journal Labor History in 1985 [2] . In addition, the Bureau is discussed briefly in Robert Gottlieb's Forcing the Spring [3, pp. 69-71] and in an article written by Richard Greenwald about mercury poisoning among hat workers in Danbury, Connecticut, published in 1990 in the journal Labor's Heritage [4] . The two interviews published in this issue of New Solutions provide some details not included in those pieces, but primarily provide readers an opportunity to read direct discussions of the Bureau by two of its key members. The interviews are edited excerpts from the complete interviews conducted by the lead authors in the 1970s. Readers wishing to listen to the complete interviews (which address more than the history of the Bureau) and read some historical information about each woman, can find them in the Visual Oral/Aural History Archive maintained by the library of the California State University at Long Beach [5] . The VOAH is a treasure trove of interviews that address labor and women's history in addition to histories of several populations that have immigrated to California, all of which are likely to be of interest to the New Solutions community.
Moving into this second century of the U.S. occupational health and safety professions and movement, the significant accomplishments of the latter part of the 20th century must be built upon. We have a national occupational safety and health law and a federal agency (OSHA) that implements and enforces the law. We have NIOSH as a national occupational safety and health research agency, and a national worker health and safety training program supported by the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences. Health and safety departments and programs are found throughout the labor movement, and the Center for Construction Research and Training, going by the name CPWR, emphasizes the health and safety needs of building trades workers. A national network of COSH groups (coalitions/committees for occupational safety and health) exists and works closely with the APHA Occupational Health and Safety Section, the AFL-CIO, the international unions, the state federations of labor, union locals, and the growing network of workers' centers. University and college teaching and research programs can be found throughout the United States. All of this is part of an international health and safety movement. Not unexpectedly, the movement's victories and organization meet strong opposition and many of the same obstacles (internal and external) faced by the Workers' Health Bureau. The political economy of health and safety, at its core, remains what it was at the time of the Workers' Health Bureau.
In a part of the interview that we did not include, Grace Burnham McDonald noted that after workers' compensation systems were established, university research largely became subordinated to the needs of the comp systemsthat is, to support attorneys' efforts to prove that an injury or illness was or was not work-related, rather than to identify the way to create safe workplaces. She noted that ". . . adversary approaches had taken the place of the scientific approach for the people." The Workers' Health Bureau's "science for the people" approach provided tools that workers and their unions could use to mobilize for improving the health of the working class. On this centennial anniversary of the APHA's Occupational Health and Safety Section, the opportunities taken and obstacles encountered by the Bureau can guide us in our efforts to build a successful 21st-century international workers' health and safety movement. 
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